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The paper investigates practitioners’ perspectives on the Early Years Pupil Premium (EYPP) 
in England.  The paper considers what practitioners in one Local Authority (LA) think now 
that the funding has passed its infancy. Specifically, does EYPP funding help ‘close the gap’ 
for disadvantaged 3-4 year olds?   
Q-methodology was used to identify practitioners’ shared perspectives and gather 
quantifiable data from highly subjective viewpoints.  In total, the study investigated 19 
practitioners’ perspectives; all were owners or managers in 19 different settings across one 
LA.   
The findings show that practitioners are experiencing administration and eligibility issues that 
hinder the effectiveness of the funding for disadvantaged children.  The paper includes 
suggestions for improvements that include extending the eligibility criteria and providing 
more autonomy to practitioners to apply on behalf of children in their care.  It concludes that 
EYPP funding is currently not working effectively for all of the participants in this study. 













Despite decades of research and debate, the issue of unequal outcomes continues to be a 
concern in educational systems worldwide. 
(Bradbury, 2011, p.655) 
 
Early childhood policy: tackling inequality 
In England, successive governments have committed to reducing inequality between 
disadvantaged children and their peers:   
…an array of policies have been developed with the single or dual aims of supporting 
disadvantaged children to catch up with their more affluent peers through access to 
good quality early education, and supporting poor families to work in order to reduce 
child poverty. 
Mathers and Smees (2014, p.11)   
Policies in England include free early education provision and the Early Years Pupil 
Premium.  In order to reduce inequality and support school readiness, early years provision 
has, incrementally, become free for various age ranges in the last two decades.  In 1996 the 
Conservative government announced free provision for 4 year olds.  By 2005, 3-4 year olds 
were entitled to 15 hours free provision during school term times, a change introduced by the 
Labour government (Lloyd, 2015).  This was honoured and extended by the Coalition and 
subsequent governments. In 2013, 2 year olds from low income families became eligible for 
free provision and in 2016, the Conservative government doubled the free provision awarded 
to 3-4 year olds for working parents (Gov.uk, 2018a). From 2016, all 3-4 year olds are 
entitled to free full-time early years provision. 
The Early Years Pupil Premium (EYPP) 
The Early Years Pupil Premium (EYPP) was also introduced in 2015 and targeted 3-4 year 
olds.  The funding seeks to provide early intervention in closing the gap for disadvantaged 
children through high quality early childhood education (Early Education, 2018a).  The 
government initiative provides eligible children with additional funds to support their 
education (Gov.uk, 2018b).  The funding is £302.10 per annum (53p per hour for each child) 
and is focused specifically on children who are seen as disadvantaged. In this context that 
means children from low income families and looked-after children (LAC), including 
children who have been in Local Authority (LA) care for 1 day or more, those who have left 
care under special guardianship or residential orders and children adopted in England and 
Wales.  The focus of EYPP is to provide support for ‘closing the gap’ alongside established 
strategies to help children and their families.   
Similarities and differences between EYPP and the Pupil Premium 
The EYPP was intended to bridge the gap for eligible 3-4 year olds until they are able to 
claim the Pupil Premium.  The Pupil Premium (established since 2010) similarly provides 
funding for disadvantaged children and aims to raise their educational achievement (West, 
2015).  In 2018, the rates are £1300 for primary children and £935 for secondary aged pupils.  
LAC are eligible for a higher amount of £2300 per annum (Gov.uk; 2018d).  In 2015, press 
releases focused on how the EYPP would further support the educational attainment of 
disadvantaged children.  Sam Gyimah, Childcare Minister at this time said: 
I’m delighted we are helping the most disadvantaged children access high-quality 
early education, giving them the best possible start in life.  The early years pupil 
premium gives money to providers so they can make sure eligible children have the 
best possible outcomes when they start school and beyond.  The early years count and 
it will be life-changing for many of these children. I would encourage any parent who 
meets the criteria to let a local provider know, so that their child can get the right 
support at the right time.    
(Gov.uk, 2018c) 
There are, however, clear disparities in the amount of funding from the EYPP for children 
aged 3-4 years and the amount they will receive when they are entitled to the Pupil Premium. 
One study conducted by Mathers and colleagues (2016, p.69) questioned how much the 
EYPP can close the gap for disadvantaged children given its limited resource. It found that 
participants did not consider the amount sufficient for LAC and called for it to match the 
pupil premium ‘…to meet the potential significant needs of LAC.’  This study wasn’t 
specifically focused on EYPP funding but included it in its practice recommendations for 
LAC.   
Existing research on the EYPP: the eligibility criteria.   
Since 2015 there has been limited literature that examines the Early Years Pupil Premium.  
Most of the literature consists of official documents designed to support practitioners and 
settings to use the funding effectively (Early Education, 2018b).  To date, there appears to be 
only one publicly available project that has explored issues around EYPP funding.  Early 
Education carried out a project in 2015-16 that was entitled, ‘Learning Together About 
Learning’ (LTAL).  The project was funded by the Department for Education and its findings 
supported indications that the EYPP funding did make a difference to children’s outcomes.   
However, this was not the claimed aim of the project: its aims were to support the effective 
introduction of EYPP funding in the first year of its implementation (Early Education, 
2018a).  The project found that there was some difficulty in identifying eligible children.  
Some LAs identified these children but others did not.  The funding was paid along with the 
Nursery Education Grant and left some practitioners trying to work out how much they had 
received and for which children, or even if they had received funding at all.  
The EYPP eligibility criteria, like those for the Pupil Premium, include children experiencing 
a broad range of home environments.  The criteria are based on whether they are looked-after 
or from low income families rather than being based on individual need.  This means that 
children can be eligible for this funding who have no area of developmental delay.  The Early 
Education (2018b, p.4) project suggested that: 
the purpose of EYPP funding is to ensure those children who are inexperienced make 
accelerated progress to close the gap between their progress and that of their less 
disadvantaged peers.  It could also be used to ensure those EYPP children who are 
currently where they are expected to be in terms of attainment and progress, are 
enabled to be more experienced in some areas of learning.   
It also recommended that practitioners compare the progress of EYPP children with non-
EYPP children to make sure that all children who have been identified as being 
‘inexperienced’ or ‘not meeting age related expectations’ make progress, presumably to 
ensure that children who are not eligible for EYPP continue to have their developmental 
needs met (Early Education, 2018b, p.8).   
The application process.  The Early Education report also noted ‘teething problems’ in the 
administration processes.  There were delays accessing the funding and lower numbers than 
expected claimed successfully in the first year.  Some settings reported that they felt ‘the 
effort to claim was too great.’  Settings received funding at different times in the term. One 
practitioner said, ‘It takes more than half a term to get paid the EYPP, we are therefore only 
spending it in the second halves of a term.’   
Local Authorities were tasked with devising their own application processes.  This meant that 
some used separate forms, some expanded the Nursery Education Grant funding form and 
some liaised with departments responsible for benefits claims to identify eligible families and 
didn’t require a separate form.  The last was only achieved in unitary authorities.  Settings 
which used separate forms reported that parents were unwilling to fill in another form.  
Settings had differing strategies to encourage parents to apply.  These included incentives to 
boost intake and supporting parents by filling in the form with them.  Some participants 
reported that there was not enough time to ‘chase’ returns from all eligible families and this 
left them judging who was ‘worth’ chasing.  Practitioners reported wanting a more universal 
method for claiming the funds where no additional form was necessary.  The Early Education 
report recommended that practitioners provide parents with information on the advantages of 
applying for EYPP.  They also recommended providing the same information to all parents to 
reduce the stigma associated with applying and to maximize uptake (Early Education, 2018a).   
The role of the parents, practitioners and Ofsted.  The government retains centralized control 
of EYPP eligibility criteria and LAs are responsible for the application process.  However, 
practitioners are left to decide how the funding will be used to support the needs of eligible 
children.  The Early Education report noted that practitioners had more knowledge of EYPP 
funding if they were involved in the project’s networks (Early Education, 2018a).   
The breadth of ways the funding can be used is vast, including resources for an individual 
child’s development, group resources that support more than one eligible child, parental 
support, staff training and professional development.  Examples in the Early Education 
project included support materials covering topics such as toilet training, enrichment 
activities, such as a visit to a wildlife park, additional forest school provision, speech and 
language sessions for parents and a professional library to support staff to refine pedagogical 
thinking (Early Education, 2018a, p.8).  Whilst practitioners are responsible for using the 
funding appropriately, Ofsted is responsible for deciding whether the funding is being spent 
wisely, with ‘maximum impact.’  Early Education stated,  
Even if you don’t claim the funding, Ofsted will expect you to demonstrate how you 
are providing additional support for eligible children − so it makes little sense not to 
claim the funding that would support that activity 
adding: 
It’s also likely that if EYPP is claimed widely and used effectively, the sector will be 
better able to argue the case for increasing it to a similar level to schools’ pupil 
premium in future.  Whereas, if the sector doesn’t use it, it may lose it. 
(Early Education, 2018b, p.2) 
 
In 2018, the EYPP is still available with the same application process, eligibility criteria and 
rates as in 2015.  It is vital to find out what practitioners think about this funding now that it 
is past its infancy.  Does EYPP funding help ‘close the gap’ for disadvantaged 3-4 year olds? 
The study’s methodological design 
The present study had two main objectives.  First, it sought to investigate the views of 
practitioners on their general use of EYPP funding for disadvantaged children. Second, it 
aimed to investigate practitioners’ decisions on how this funding is used specifically for 
LAC.  This paper focuses on the study’s first objective.  The research questions associated to 
this objective were as follows: 
 
 What are practitioners’ perspectives on the EYPP funding? 
 Is EYPP effective according to practitioners’ perspectives and does it ‘close the gap’ 
for disadvantaged children? 
 
The study sought to identify shared perspectives across the participants on this funding, 
including whether they shared similar views on the EYPP’s application and eligibility 
criteria.   
The intepretivist focus of the study was on the participants’ positions, acknowledging that 
these positions and one’s actions can alter over time and can be dependent on situational 
circumstances.  Findings can then be compared and contrasted between different periods of 
time or between different places (Cohen et al., 2011).     
 
To identify shared perspectives, this study used Q-methodology.  Q-methodology was 
deployed because it is a means of gathering quantifiable data from highly subjective 
viewpoints (Brown, 1997).  Q-methodology investigates the complexity in different 
participant’s positions on a given subject where differences of opinion are expected (Combes, 
et al., 2004).  Q-methodology is a way of thinking about research that focuses on providing 
subjectivity to participants.  This approach to research enables an exploration of shared 
meaning through consideration of the social context in which participants find themselves 
(Kitzinger, 1999).  Q-methodology involves participants sorting a set of statements onto a 
distribution grid, shaped as a reversed pyramid.  Participants sort these cards based on 
whether they agree or disagree with each statement.  The distribution went from -4 (strongly 
disagree) to 4 (strongly agree).  As such, participants are comparing and contrasting the 
statements − there is no right or wrong response in the card sort (Brown, 1991/1992).        
 
Q is well known for its facility to generate large amounts of quantitative and qualitative 
material from very small numbers of participants (Watts and Stenner, 2005).  Data collection 
occurred on one day during the LA’s Private, Voluntary and Independent (PVI) Sector Senior 
Leadership update meeting.  Attendees (who are owners and managers of settings) were 
asked if they wanted to take part in the project and provided time during this update to be part 
of the research.   
In total, 20 practitioners sorted 34 statements at the same time during the update.  These 
statements covered differing perspectives on EYPP funding.  They were derived from 
discussion with a focus group drawn from the LA’s ‘good to outstanding’ group.  The 
generated statements were taken to the same group for respondent validation before being 
used in the project’s main data collection activity.  Example statements include: the funding 
is essential to support children’s development; all children from low income families need 
this funding, and; some LAC miss out because the adoptive parents don’t declare their status 
(please see Appendix 1 for the full list of statements and factor arrays).  There were 
approximately 50 attendees at the update (all owner/managers); 24 decided to take part in the 
study and 20 successfully completed the card sort and were included in the analysis.   
 
To enhance the qualitative data at card sort, participants were asked to describe on a report 
sheet why they had placed statements in the most extreme distribution columns.  These 
findings are included as direct quotes in the factor interpretations.  Q data is analysed 
collectively to produce consensus viewpoints, or factors, which have statistical significance.  
The distribution data was analysed using PQ method, which is a computerised method of 
inputting data and producing factors (Eden, Donaldson and Walker, 2005).  There are 
differing ways that the data can be analysed; however, in this study centroid analysis was 
used to extract factors for varimax rotation.  The study retained factors that had an eigenvalue 
(strength of that factor in relation to others) of 1.00 or higher.   
 
In total, three factors were kept for interpretive analysis and are detailed in this paper. The 
factors in this study represent 19 of the 20 practitioners included in the analysis.  This is 
because one of the participant’s perspectives did not load on any one factor.   Therefore, the 
sample represents 19 perspectives from owners/managers of 19 settings in one LA. 
 
Validity and ethical considerations 
 
Cohen and colleagues (2011) believe that qualitative researchers should describe validity in 
terms of how far their research is able to detail participants’ positions.  Considering 
qualitative research in its entirety, validity is improved in this study in three different ways – 
with the use of a pilot study; peer debriefing (when generating the Q statements) and 
respondent validation (by going back to the focus group participants to approve the Q 
statements).       
 
The British Education Research Association’s (BERA) (2011) ethical guidelines indicate that 
researchers need to disclose all relevant information regarding their research, prior to it being 
conducted.  This study ensured that participants signed a written consent form that detailed 
all relevant research information, prior to their participation in the research.  Data collection 
began with a short presentation about the project to all attendees at the PVI update.  
Attendees were made aware that participation in the study was voluntary and that they could 
choose to take a break instead of participating in the data collection.  There was a mixed 
response, with around half the group deciding to participate.  This showed that participants 
felt able to decide not to participate in the study.   It was vital in this study, because the data 
is from one LA, that confidentiality was ensured for the LA, settings and participants.  




Factor One: ‘There are limitations to the EYPP funding; the application process has got to 
change.’   
The amount of variance accounted for is 35% and its eigenvalue is 6.9225, which is over six 
times the value needed to be a significant factor.  In total, eight practitioners held these 






These practitioners held strong perspectives on the EYPP. Their position was, interestingly, 
not influenced by Government objectives (12 statement number; -3 column number) but they 
focused on highlighting the limitations of the funding because of its application process.  
These practitioners do not think the funding could be better spent elsewhere (15; -2).  
Participant seven said ‘I feel the concept in theory is great’ and participant fourteen added, ‘I 
do feel there is a need for this but it is how it is allocated and claimed and late payments that 
is problematic.’  They also believe that more funding should be allocated per child (8; 2).   
They do not believe that the funding at present ‘closes the gap’ for LAC (21; -3) or children 
from low income families (22; -2).   Participant fourteen said, ‘it is difficult to spend money 
to ‘bridge a gap’ that isn’t there.’  Participant eight added ‘it’s too blunt a tool.  It’s not based 
on the child.’  They also do not believe that all LAC need this funding (5; -3).  Participant 
thirteen declared ‘not all LAC need additional support and often the government dictate on 
what ‘they’ think best rather than giving choice to those who know best.’  They strongly 
disagree that all children from low income families need this funding (14; -4).  Participant 
four said ‘some low income families are single parents in our area [but also have] well 
rounded children without weak areas.’  Participant fourteen added, ‘not all children who can 
claim need the money to improve their outcomes.’  Instead they choose to use the funding for 
group activities that benefit more than one child (6; 2).   
These practitioners placed many of the statements detailing the funding application process in 
the most extreme columns of the distribution grid.  These practitioners state that it is not easy 
to access the funding (9; -4).  Participant seven said ‘the process of identifying, application 
and allocation of funding is laborious.’  They believe that it is a struggle to get parents to 
complete the online form (27; 4).  This was specifically mentioned by several of the 
participants.  They said, ‘it is a struggle to get parents to apply themselves, we have to 
support them’ (participant four) and ‘trying to get parents to apply and making the judgement 
about identifying which families are eligible is difficult’ (participant seven).  Participant 
nineteen added that it is ‘…difficult for parents to understand so they don’t bother to apply, 
especially after they have already filled in the numerous forms etc required to register their 
child at nursery.’ They would prefer instead to apply for the funding on behalf of children in 
their care (28; 3).   
This group strongly stated that they get the funding too late in the academic year (7; 4) and 
they have children who are eligible for the funding but have not received it (29; 2).  This was 
specifically mentioned by several of this factor’s participants.  They said ‘we get the funding 
too late, sometimes the child has moved to reception’ (participant four).   ‘We are out of 
pocket for terms for interventions, equipment, staffing’ (participant seven).   Participant 
thirteen reiterated that the ‘…practicalities of getting funding [are] limited which puts strains 
on early years to resource themselves.’  Participant eight concluded that it is ‘too hard to 
claim, comes in too late…Not enough money to make a difference.  It’s a government 
soundbite not communicated well enough to families.  Some families find it embarrassing.’   
Interestingly, they were indifferent about changing the eligibility criteria for this funding (32; 
0).  However, they do state that they have children who are not eligible for this funding but 
would benefit from it (30; 3).  They also state that children with Special Educational Needs 
and Disabilities should be entitled to this funding (16; 2). They do not believe that 
parents/carers are involved in how they use the funding (2; -2).  Participant seven revealed 
that ‘parents/carers are informed about spending, which targets it will address but they don’t 
decide how it’s spent.’   
They would like more autonomy themselves to allocate the funding to children who really 
need it (4; 3).  Participant thirteen said ‘if we could choose children who need it and access 
funding immediately I feel this would benefit the child and setting better.’   Similarly, 
participant fifteen stated, ‘we work with the children and know the ones who need the 
funding.’   
 
Factor two: ‘The EYPP funding is beneficial, but it is not accessible to all who need it’ 
The amount of variance accounted for is 6% and its eigenvalue is 1.2481, which is 
comfortably over the amount needed to be a significant factor.  In total, seven participants 
held these commonalities in their positions (see Table 2).  These participants worked mostly 
in nurseries; they are mostly managers at these settings and all had over 10 years’ experience.  
[Table 2] 
In contrast to factor one, these participants believe the EYPP funding is essential to support 
children’s development (1; 2) and they generally stated that all funding in the early years is 
good funding (19; 2).  Participant twenty said, ‘it is good for the children that need additional 
support.’  Participant seventeen also stated, ‘I think it is a very good idea but it is not always 
simple in practice.’  They didn’t believe the funding could be better spent elsewhere (15; -3) 
and believe that Ofsted is interested in how they use the funding (24; 2).  Additionally, they 
did not believe that extra funding was needed per child (8; -2).   
 It is important to state that these participants also declared that they had not been responsible 
for allocating this funding in their setting (26; -3). Participant two stated, ‘never had a child 
granted EYPP funding.  Asked parents to apply via email links…no EYPP granted…so far.’  
Similarly, participant three said, ‘as of yet haven’t had a child eligible for this funding.’  This 
may be why they also state that their position is not influenced by general experience (11; -2).  
They also placed statements about its use in the neutral columns of the distribution grid.  For 
instance, they were indifferent about parents/carers being involved in how they use the 
funding (2; 0), whether it is more difficult to decide how to use the funding for LAC (20; 0) 
and whether they have autonomy to decide how best to use this funding (13; 0).   
As with factor one, these practitioners highlight difficulties in the application process.  They 
state that parents are not aware of the funding (25; -4) and it is a struggle to get parents to 
complete the online form (27; 3).  This was mentioned specifically by several participants.  
Participant six explains that ‘parents don’t always declare that they have an adopted child.’  
This was extended further by participant seventeen ‘I find it a continuous battle to get parents 
to fill in the online form.  I send out letters and talk to parents on the door.  I even offer 
support and time to fill it in with parents.’  Participant nine also added ‘It is a huge struggle to 
get parents to agree to the funding sometimes as they can sometimes see it as a status/pride 
issue that they don’t want to claim the funding.’   
This group does not think the funding is easy to access (9; -4) and would prefer to apply for 
the funding on behalf of children in their care (28; 4).  Interestingly, they did not state that the 
funding arrived too late in the academic year (7; 0) and they did not think that children in 
their setting were eligible for the funding, without receiving it (29; -1).  These statements 
they chose to place in the middle columns of the distribution grid.  This was particularly 
surprising as they did not strongly agree with the statement that referred to the need for 
eligibility changes (32; 1).  They strongly agreed that they had children who were not eligible 
for this funding, but would benefit from it (30; 4).  Participant five said that it needs ‘…to be 
more accessible to all children who need help.’  Participant nine added, ‘because we feel that 
we have children who would benefit − however they would miss out due to the criteria.’   
They agreed that Children with SEND should be entitled to this funding (16; 2).  Participant 
seventeen explained, ‘children with special need, need extra support which is not available at 
all times − pay for extra staff and resources.’  They didn’t strongly agree that all LAC (5; 1) 
and all children from low income families (14; 1) need this funding.  They also do not believe 
that the funding ‘closes the gap’ for LAC (21; -1) and children from low income families (22; 
-2).  They do not always know how to use the funding for each child (3; -3).  Participant nine 
explained ‘I feel that EYPP is great when it is used effectively for a child but if a child 
doesn’t have any areas of developmental delay it can be hard to identify where support is 
needed.’   
The group agreed that they find it difficult to decide how to use the funding if the child has 
no developmental delay (33; 3).  They appear to not consider using the funding for group 
activities to benefit more than one child as this statement was placed in the neutral columns 
of the distribution grid (6; 0).  In comparison to factor one, they believe that the funding 
would be better used if they could allocate it to children whom they feel really need it (4; 3).  
Participant six added ‘…if settings were able to apply on behalf of the family − this might 
help the process − speed it up’ and participant seventeen said that she ‘…think(s) we need 
more control to access funding and know who has applied for funding.’  Participant three 
declared, ‘funding should be targeted to meet need rather than automatically being based on 
need/looked after status.  We have many children who would benefit but don’t meet the 
criteria.’   
Factor three: ‘The EYPP funding has application and eligibility issues, but it is essential 
funding.  It can support “eligible” children’s development and others in the setting’ 
The amount of variance accounted for is 7% and its eigenvalue is 1.3709, which is over the 
value needed to be a significant factor.  In total four practitioners held these commonalities in 
their positions.  These participants mostly worked in nurseries and were managers, and those 




In contrast to factor one and comparison to factor two these practitioners strongly believe that 
the funding is essential to support children’s development (1; 3).  Participant twelve said, 
‘funding [is] essential for 1:1 support and small group work.’  Participant sixteen added, ‘the 
EYPP is very useful and allows practitioners to focus upon a child’s next steps; funding 
provides PVI settings with the financial freedom to purchase resources otherwise out of 
remit.’  They agree that all funding in the early years is good funding (19; 2) and strongly 
state that the funding could not be better spent elsewhere (15; -4).   
Interestingly, they do not state where their position has originated from; instead these 
statements are in the more neutral areas of the distribution grid.  For instance, they do not 
agree or disagree that their position is influenced by their general experience (11; 0), by 
experience particularly with one child (34; 0) or by Government objectives (12; -1).  They did 
however believe that the government gives clear guidance on how to use the funding (18; -3).  
These participants therefore are well acquainted with the funding, but have not necessarily 
had direct experience with it.  Participant eighteen’s views were influenced by not 
experiencing EYPP funding in her setting.  She said ‘as we have not and do not receive 
funding currently, this has influenced my statements.’         
Interestingly, they do not agree that funding should only be used on resources or support 
inside the setting (31; -2).    They do not strongly agree that they have autonomy to decide 
how to best use it (13; 1).  They also disagree that parents and carers are involved in how they 
use the funding (2; -3).  Participant twelve stated, ‘parents/carers would not always 
understand setting needs and cannot always identify what would help close the gap.’  In 
contrast to factors one and two they do not agree that the funding would be better used if they 
could allocate it to children whom they feel really need it (4; -1).  They do not always know 
how they will use the funding for each child (3; -1).  However, they find no extra difficulty in 
allocating funding to LAC (20; -3) or children who have no developmental delay (33; -2).   
Similarly to factor one they strongly agree that they get the funding too late in the academic 
year (7; 4).  Participant twelve said that funding is ‘received too late in [the] term to plan 
interventions.  Term 3- children have left [the] setting for school before EYPP [is] received.’  
Participant eighteen added, ‘funding is not allocated in the timescale needed to influence the 
child/ren applied for.’  They believe that it is a struggle to get parents to complete the online 
form (27; 3) and they would prefer to apply for the funding on behalf of children in their care 
(28; 4).  Participant eleven stated, ‘parents do not want to apply online, they don’t seem to 
understand how it will benefit their child or the setting.’.  In contrast to factor one, they 
strongly disagree that they have children in their setting who are eligible for this funding, but 
have not received it (29; -4).   
This group agreed with the statement that specifically stated that the eligibility criteria need 
to change (32; 2).  Participant eighteen declared that the funding ‘needs to be extended to all 
children with developmental delays and the eligibility needs to be revised.’  They have 
children who are not eligible for this funding, but would benefit from it (30; 2).  They state 
that children with SEND should be entitled to this funding (16; 2).  They do not agree that all 
LAC (5; -2) and mildly agree that all children from low income families (14; 1) need this 
funding.  They also held a weak agreement that the funding ‘closes the gap’ for LAC (21; 1) 
and do not agree that the funding ‘closes the gap’ for children from low income families (22; 
0).  Importantly, they use the funding for group activities that benefit more than one child (6; 
3).  Participant sixteen stated, ‘with or without the EYPP, I feel I would know what 
interventions or support was needed for the children in my care.’   
Discussion 
The EYPP funding is good in theory… 
Sam Gyimah’s comments in 2015 introduced EYPP funding as ‘life-changing’ for eligible 
children (Gov.uk, 2018c).  However, these participants’ perspectives on its use differed on 
whether the EYPP funding is essential to support children’s development.  Factors two and 
three did welcome the funding and agreed it was essential to support children’s development.  
However, they equally agreed that generally all funding in early years is good funding.  On 
the contrary, factor one did not welcome the funding and held a weak agreement that all 
funding is good funding.   
When specifically referring to LAC and children from low income families, none of the 
factors strongly believed that the funding ‘closes the gap’.  Table 4 below shows the findings 
for these specific statements. 
[Table 4] 
 
These findings directly counter the objectives of the EYPP funding (Early Education, 2018a; 
Gov.uk, 2018b).  This does not mean that these participants didn’t see value in providing 
funding for children who need it to rectify developmental delay.  It is interesting to note that 
all factors stated that they have children in their setting that would benefit from the funding, 
but are not eligible for it (F1, 3 column number for each factor; F2, 4; F3, 2).  Disagreements 
centred more on the application process and eligibility criteria.  For factor one participants 
more funding also needs to be allocated per child (8; 2), which is comparable with Mathers 
and colleagues (2016) results focused on LAC funding.   
But it’s bad in practice… 
Participants presented a variety of perspectives on the struggles and barriers they face to 
access and effectively use EYPP funding.  However, there were consistencies around the 





Many of these issues are comparable with barriers reported in the first years of the EYPP’s 
implementation by Early Education (2018a).  The report noted administrative issues, 
including delays in accessing funding and low numbers of successful claims as ‘teething 
problems.’ However, these issues are clearly continuing for participants in this study. 
It is imperative to mention here that all three factors found difficulty in accessing funds.  
Factor one was the only factor to agree that they had children who were eligible for the 
funding, yet hadn’t received it.  The Early Education project (2018a) reported that 
practitioners held more positive perspectives when they received funding for more than one 
child in their setting.  It can be inferred that participants in this study were likely to have 
more positive views if they received the amount of funding their children are entitled to.  
Factors one and three both stated that they use funding for group activities that benefit more 
than one child (6; F1, 2; F3, 3).  It is understandable that little may be achievable with just 
over £300 for one child.  However, multiple claims for one setting have the potential to 
benefit more than the children eligible for the funds if they are used for appropriate group 
activities.   
Finally, none of the factors strongly agreed that Ofsted is interested in how they use the 
funding.  Only factor two placed this statement in the agreed column of the distribution grid 
(24; F1, 1; F2, 2; F3, 0).  This is despite some of these settings recently being Ofsted 
inspected.  This inevitably brings forth questions on whether Ofsted (in this LA) is concerned 
about whether the funding is being claimed, how it’s being spent and whether it’s ‘closing the 
gap’ for disadvantaged children.  
Concluding comments: 
The EYPP funding is clearly not working for participants in this study.  There were potential 
improvements proposed in the findings that include: 
 A higher EYPP rate 
 Extending the eligibility criteria 
 Timely provision of funds 
 Providing more autonomy to practitioners to apply for the funding 
 Enabling practitioners to apply for any child who needs additional funding to support 
their development. 
Perhaps the most significant issue to address is changing the application process so that 
settings are awarded the correct funds for their eligible children.  If this can be achieved then 
the fund can be spent on resources, support and/or training that could support all children in 
the setting. 
The use of Q methodology has shown that these practitioners, who all have leadership roles, 
have a range of viewpoints and value sets.  They did not produce one factor that represented 
all of their perspectives on this funding.  It is important that the government takes into 
account the range of viewpoints on the use of EYPP funding. 
This project is not without its limitations.  An advantage of the study is that it includes 19 
differing settings in one LA.  However, that is not a sufficient number of settings to allow 
generalization of these findings across all in England.  This was not the purpose of this 
particular study, though issues raised are likely to be relatable to the wider field.  These issues 
need to be explored on a national scale.     
In conclusion, it is important to return to the project’s research questions.  Practitioners’ 
perspectives were mostly focused on struggles and barriers that prevented them accessing the 
funding and using it for those who need and would benefit from it.  For these participants, the 
EYPP funding is currently not effective and changes, many consistent with barriers reported 
in the Early Education (2018a) Report, need to be implemented in order to maximize the 
impact of this funding. 
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No. Statement No. 1 2 3 
1 
The funding is essential to support children’s 
development 1 -1 2 3 
2 
Parents/carers are involved in how we use the 
funding 2 -2 0 -3 
3 
I always know how I will use the funding for each 
child 3 0 -3 -1 
4 
The funding would be better used if I could allocate 
it to children whom I feel really need it 4 3 3 -1 
5 All looked-after children need this funding 5 -3 1 -2 
6 
I use the funding for group activities to benefit more 
than one child 6 2 0 3 
7 We get the funding too late in the academic year 7 4 0 4 
8 More funding needs to be allocated per child 8 2 -2 0 
9 It is easy to access this funding 9 -4 -4 0 
10 
I do not know how the effects/benefits of this 
funding are measured 10 -2 -2 -2 
11 My position is influenced by my general experience 11 0 -2 0 
12 My position is influenced by government objectives 12 -3 -1 -1 
13 
I believe I have autonomy to decide how to best use 
this funding 13 1 0 1 
14 
All children from low income families need this 
funding 14 -4 1 1 
15 Funding could be better spent elsewhere 15 -2 -3 -4 
16 
Children with Special Educational Needs and 
Disabilities should be entitled to this funding 16 2 2 2 
17 
Some LAC miss out because the adoptive parents 
don’t declare their status 17 0 -1 -1 
18 
The government need to give clearer guidance on 
how this funding can be used 18 -1 1 -3 
19 All funding in early years is good funding 19 1 2 2 
20 
I think it is more difficult to decide how to use the 
funding for looked-after children 20 -1 0 -3 
21 
This funding ‘closes the gap’ for looked-after 
children 21 -3 -1 1 
22 
This funding ‘closes the gap’ for children from low 
income families 22 -2 -2 0 
23 This funding supports inclusive practice 23 1 1 1 
24 Ofsted are interested in how we use this funding 24 1 2 0 
25 Parents are aware of the funding 25 -1 -4 -1 
26 
I have been responsible for allocating this funding 
for at least one child in my setting 26 1 -3 1 
27 
It is a struggle to get parents to complete the online 
form 27 4 3 3 
28 
I would prefer to apply for the funding on behalf of 
children in my care 28 3 4 4 
29 
I have children in my setting that are eligible for the 
funding, but have not received it 29 2 -1 -4 











4 Female Preschool Not stated Not stated 
7 Female Preschool Manager 14 years 




10 Female Preschool Manager 23 years 
13 Female Preschool Manager 20 years 
14 Female Preschool Manager 10 years + 
15 Female Nursery Not stated Not stated 










2 Female Nursery Manager 15 years 
3 Female Preschool SENCO Not stated 
5 Female Nursery Manager 10 years 
6 Female Nursery Manager 20 years 
9 Female Nursery Manager 12 years 
but would benefit from it 
31 
Funding should only be used on resources/support 
inside the setting 31 0 0 -2 
32 The eligibility criteria for this funding need to change 32 0 1 2 
33 
It is difficult to decide how to use the funding if the 
child has no developmental delay 33 0 3 -2 
34 
My position is influenced by my experience 
particularly with one child 34 -1 -1 0 
17 Female Nursery Deputy 
Manager 
10 years 










11 Female Preschool Manager 15 years 
12 Female Nursery Not stated Not stated 
16 Female Nursery Owner/manager 12 years 
18 Female Nursery Manager Not stated 
 
Table 4 
Statement Factor one Factor two  Factor three 
5. All LAC need this funding -3 1 -2 
14. All children from low income families 
need this funding 
-4 1 1 
21. This funding ‘closes the gap’ for LAC -3 -1 1 
22. This funding ‘closes the gap’ for 
children from low income families 
-2 -2 0 
 
Table 5 
Application statements Factor one Factor two Factor three 
7. We get the funding too late in the academic 
year 
4 0 4 
9. It is easy to access this funding -4 -4 0 
27. It is a struggle to get parents to complete 
the online form 
4 3 3 
28. I would prefer to apply for funding on 3 4 4 
behalf of children in my care 
Eligibility statements    
4. The funding would be better used if I could 
allocate it to children whom I feel really need 
it 
3 3 -1 
16. Children with Special Educational Needs 
and Disabilities should be entitled to this 
funding 
2 2 2 
 
